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) : i " THE BUREAUCRATIC ELEMENTARY SCHOOL :-

- »
i

/
COMPARING 'rwo IMAGES OF ELEMENTARY, JUNIOR HIGH, AND HIGH SCHOOLS'

y .
The activities of researchers, practitioners, and policy makers
. _ ' _ ' ' . h; '
. are often shaped by their images of what schools are like as organifa-

tions.2 ﬁoweﬁer, there have been few efforts to systematize what these
¢ ) ihmges imply or to identify empirically the conditipns under which each

'I\ ' image best obrresponds t5‘rea,lity.3 Instead, individuals tend to choose

a single image and apply it to all schools,
.{; "Two competing images'that‘have attrﬁtted considerable attention are
L . the rational bureaucracy and the anarchy or loosely coupled system. . In
! S ithi% paper,‘we explicate these image3° offer some ideas‘on h;w each*can
be operationalized; and ﬁhen applypthat operatiomalization to a sample
of thirteen elementary, junior high, and'senior high schools. Current
conventional wisdom stems to‘assume that the rational bureaucracy is
valuable primarigy as a normative system, and there.is growing interest
in the anarchy image as a better description of how .all schools work. |

However, we find evidence that while high schools have characteristics

. , .
associated with the anarchy image. the elementary schools correspond

y more tq, the rational bureaucrady. SR : ?l_’" x
>'. - - a,..r i ' S ’ ) - r’ )
¥ Theoretical Perspgctive
Images of Schools . . ' -, ri
.. ¢ * R T - .
Two images of organizations represent the extremes among those ﬁ;

Y - S . :
' 'Eompeting for attention. The image that has most{captured tgexthinking

. . ‘ < . . -
of practitioners and researchers in sociology and educatior? is that of

»
)

*

a2
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"the rational bureau!‘@cy which derives primarily from the works of Max

' Weber.4 A bureaucracy is a formally organized social structure with .

~clearly defined patterns of activities in which, ideally, every series

-~

of actions is functionally related dg’;he goals of the organization.5

Corwin captures the flavor of this image by suggesting that rationality

results from integration between means and ends, which itroduced by
interdependency and firm control by enligﬁtened administrq\ors."6

In the'pést, researchers have found this image a fruitful source of
.variables for ﬁ§e in studying schools. Moeller developed a mLésuée.of
bure&_;ut:ratization of school ilistrict;s that incl‘\i;ded_the existence of
a uniform course of study, communication through(established qhannéls,
explicit statements of school policies, and clearly delimif eds of

res'ponsibility.7 " Punch developed a similar scale of bureaucratization

"Others have developed scales for dimensions inherent in

(R 2 -

nple, developed :a measure of rule enforce-

for-schools.

the image.

' [ 4

ment, .and Corwin operationaiized the concepts of standardization, and

.

9
rule enforcement. e

While researchers have been motivated to operationalize the rational
bureaucratic imgge, they rarely take it as a literal description of

schools. 1In fact, a gipat deal of attention has been devoted to showing

10

that scheol§ do not conform to Weber's ideal type bureaucgac&. Sﬁill,

policy makefs have been heavily' influenced by this image. Some seem to

.

take it as a useful description of the world. Wise documents. how numerous

“

state legislatures and €tate and-<federal courts seek tb rationalize




< o
' education and suggests fhat the consequences of so doing may be dysfunc-
tional.11 On the other hand, .recent researgh on "effective schools"

, suggests that some, aspects of bqreaucratizétion—-for iﬁstance, agreemeﬁt

n the importance of basié skills instruction as a goal and strong‘ ;ﬁ

ce

ralized léaﬂersh?y--may increase ‘student achievemeaAf™and reduce the

N

© relptionship between socioeconomiC«background and learning.12 Whatever

. R ; -

. ' ; -~ ) '
e, pros and\cons of bureeyéZatization,,phe seems to be an assumption

choo\ls are not.
4

exactly rational bureaucracies, they can and should be rationalized. '

among m&ny practitioners !h&’policy makers that if

Y ' ' N ! .
"The second imkge of schools as o6rganizations is that of the loosely

coupled g&stem or a archy.13 This image was develoﬁed by researchers

.—//'
f several versions pf this image, there agree-

&ettings. In spite

ment on at least two themes. First, contrary to the assumptidns.pf the

rational bureaucracyi\in the anarchy goals are not seen as the central

-

mechanisms for integrating the organization and identifying the purposes

fo# action. Wjick sﬁggests that individuals discover the3;>goals through

action and use goals as post hoc justifications for what they Have done,14
S

In a more politlcal vein, Meyer and Rowan suggest that goals are asbpted
. R | ’\

primarily to legitimate schools with powerful external constituencies.

Under thgse cifcumstances, there may be very little consensus. among

)
staff on what a school's goals actually are. Moreove{;\?ecisionS'will

A

not be reached by a deductive gic,’but by a ''garbage can' process.
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C \
T Any choice situation becomes a garbage can in which problems, solu- .
tions, and decision makers with limited time’aed qlrgy are mixed tol -

gether, Thus, dec{sions are more likely to.be made by Qversight and

) : ’ )
avoidance than by careful analysis. S0 ¥“ I\
. ' 0TS
. : : ‘- ~ .
“The second theme is the absence within schools of the typical means
’ n v ’ : C e v

of coordination and control found fn the ratiomnal bureaucracy. This isr~

\

- seen tc be especially truetwith reépect tb decisions affecting ‘class-
room management and inetruction, At best there is a zoning of-cqntrgl
giming administratcrs discretioh over financial and record keeping ' .
matters; but not those.related to productiem processes.17 lnetead;
‘ '  dinstruction is "decoupled" from c%ganizational structure, and the .
symbols of formal structure——organization charts, policy manuals, and

. [
curricula——are used large}y to legitimate the schools to external

18 * g /
groups. SpQ\\\beion and, direction are n

needed since educators
(1]

-~

g‘nted assumption that

e . -
eié\iy/i responsibl{ -
& .

~——

share a "logic cfgconfidence, a taken fg

their colleagues are carrying on their
manger., . » - L

- " The anarchy image has attracted considerable recent attention amqng
-an

‘. .

Ve . . . .
researchers. Those.who'formulated it beiieve it is a much more accurat

répresentation of reality than the ratfonal bureaucratic image. How-

. ever, tﬁ%?e have been few attempts to assess its accuracy empirically.

J .

Wh le~some researchers have attempted tz;identify means to facilitate

[

edudational change in loosely coupled systems, practitiomers and policy

makers have not yet made extenaive:gie §féfhisgimage.19 T ‘




Interschool Variation

. . .
-~ .
. . »

: C =g .
Those who discuss the relative .merits of sugh images of schools \as
'

M rational bureaucracies and anarchies tend to treat them as generic
' N N . ' . v o

) entities, as if one or the other is or ought to be applicable to all

schoois. Yet, variation among schools exists and suggests that eaeh '
> 14 . .. ‘
image may be more applicable to some schdols.than to‘others. , b -

! : .

The studies that derived organizational measures from the rational

h “.

) /
bureaucratic ‘image @ound important vériation among;schools that relate: /

voos \ N .
I T
to a number of structural, leadership, student, and staff characteris- /-

-

v . .
tics. +Corwin found that standardization was positively associated with:

\ .
!

a school's size, the' complenity of its organization, and the number oﬁ\il

“ ;ievé&s in its hierarchy.20 Rule enfbrcemeht was associated with com-

-

A . s
. plexity and levels in the hieraxchy. Anderson found that éule enforce- ’

. 'ment Gas negatively associated with thezggbporélon of males on the staff,
; € " ) <

- ., 7/ 4 . . s " ' . (
teachers' experience and studenv'socioecahomig status.’’ Punch found
- (s : . ~ - .

an association between bureaucratization and principals' leadership

.

v style.22 L o " - [:- ‘ P~
. ‘ . , .

* ‘ . Very little attention has been paid to differences among e1i27dtary,

¢ )
) e
junlor high, and senior high schools. i*; schools are known to ‘be more

\

-

~

! complei and have a more different}ated hie archy of- posigﬁons than

[§
elementary schools, so they might be expected to be morepbureaucfatic.
- - “
on lthe otPer and, the prevalence of male teachers

. N .
level might mitigate against bureaucratization.

~

In most Rast 'r ( earch the pPassy

the secondary

oy

among schools at diff rent levels\ﬁs P ecluded by égudy designs that

<
(2




concentrate on a sinéle level. Among the studies explorirg the rational

- N .

. /‘ )
bureaucracy image Corwin examined only high schools, Anderson only junior
. . AN

anarchy image have looked only at elementary schools or high schools.za

~

. . . A : N
P Some studies have found significant differe?fes in ease of implementing

<

: o ' \ , .
innoVatioqsadt'different levels, but have ‘tfot explor?d the differences ]

‘among levels th;:\h1§3: help explain why succedsful implementa

‘b ’ most prevalent in plementary ééhools.2§ Only one study systemaéqcally ) -
d . ’ v R * . v

on seems

4

examines differences between schodl;levels'in'organizapional charac-
T o ‘

teristics, and it is not designed to identify the relative utility of

S different images'of schools.26 Under these circﬁmstances, it seems

“ !

) >important to e(plore whether schogls at various levels perhaps bes; %
—a e ¥ - 7 ' ’
- .. correspond to different ‘images. - \ :
. o ’ | ' ' . . . , ‘ . .
«)ﬁj : ' i " Methodology
B : o« . . . P
' In the fall™pf 1978, ve had an opportunity to begin to explore this \
) . L ~ R . . Vs !
g issue as one part of an effort _.by“Res;arch for Better Schools to dewvelop . t
. - ‘\ . : 4 * . ’

approaches to school improvement that the staff of state departments

¢ { .

. . . ¢ .
of .edugatian and central offices of 1arg¥ school districts coulp-use to 3
- .- : [ . ’ ) - '
help schodls implement insgguctional improvement efforts in speckfic

v .' ’ ro * . ) 3
. content areas. These approaches were to be developed collabfratively
. . » : : <

\\s o with a number of schoqls:\ At the same time, a research eﬁ{ort was

initiated to-learn how schooi chafacterisgics and attributes bf external

- - N ) - _
assistance agenciés affedd.the change process.é In the course of this




i R '.
C o4
reserach, a questionnaire was designed and adw}nistered to all teacherq

-

-

in the(chlaborating schools to obtain information on®relevant charac-
2 .

teristics of eafh organization. Within that questionnaire wesea a

series of items which can békused to operationalize each image. This
3
-research also provided an opportunity to explore the relationshi7

between school level and corresbondeﬂce gb image.
’ 3 . . 4 ']

-

Operationélizing the Images

‘ A number of dimensions caﬁffi/identifiéaxthat distihguish between
5

'

oo
the rational bureaucratic and\hnarchy images, but two key differentiating'

importance/ of goals as organizers of

dimensions have to do with the
A .

P

action and the existence of-j7chanism to control individual behaviorf27
It(is generally agreed that "the rational bureaucracy is a goal achieving

organization while an anarchy is not. Hence, one would expect more con-

v

i- seh&us.on goals among staff in schools corresponding to the first image.
v - TJ’ ﬁrganizations_can hav y different‘kinds o% goals, however.
, , - . R 1
v

. Y
Perrow identifies at least .28 Two of these--preduct goals and

1]

system goals--seem especially relevant to schools. Product goals refer

Pl

to the characteristics of an organization's output, in this case its

‘ »

students. These might inCIi%? achievement of Speqific literacy levels
or aka:ven sqﬂPistication in undérstanding differences among careers.
N ’ » \

Pocd

System goals refer{to states ofs.the organizdtion. They include growth,

A t

. Fl ’ )
' staff morale, and innovativeness, among others. High consensus Wﬁ
N )] J L N . .

product] and system g?als can’ﬂé,taken as indicators ¢f correspondence
R A - /.

' 4 S . .
ﬁ\\to thefrational bureaucratic image'while low consensus on both kinds - of

T . - - .
oalsdcan be fﬁkq?‘as iﬂa§cators as correspondence to the anarcﬁ§/image.
’ a7 _ -

ST . ' : " -y -~ ’ ":\\' \/
N\ [ ~ o >
L / (. ) o
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To measu goal coneensus, teachers were given .l1ists of twelve

' product gopals and ten system goals and asked to choose the three most

N N \ —

importaqt goals on each list. The pergent of professionals . in each
r \

L]
-—

" score. However, importance and consensus are not the same. In fact,
{ mfximuﬁ consensus tan be acﬁ}eved when either all teachers or no’ teact
ers select a given goal as most important; minimum consensus exists

" when half the teachers select a goal to be most important. Hence, to

v . . e—
-create consensus scores for each goal the absolute difference between

-

the school's importance score and a score of 50 was computed and

multiplied by two.29 .

. k3

.The other importang, dimension, one that has received particular
A .
attentioq’from sociologists, concerns means of control. Both centrali-

zation of influence in uppes\&evels of the hierarchy and control through
¢

rules {and other impersonal mechanisms) are characteristics of thee’
. Vi i o '
rational bureaucracy. Neither of these is tigi

thé anarchy.

~

.} To measure centralization of influence, professionals were given

a list of twélve decision areas,
. hd .

had over each. The percent gf'professionals within each school in-

'

dicating that they haj no: only minor influence over each decision

’fuea'was used as an.indiFator of centralization, ard the overall cen-

tra;iza;ioﬁ/sbore was computed by averaging centralization scores

across indicators.3q High centralization was taken as an indicator of

school sé}ecting each go.1l as most important was used as its importance '

nd asked how-mych influence they .



~

“from 2% to 18%; -and ;he proportion of -students a year‘br mofe.behind .
) ) J . *

1
M -

correspondence 'to the rational bureaucratic image while low centralizac -
’ \ .
tign was taken as an indicatot of” correspondence to the anarchy image-
To measure control of behevior through rules, professfohals were
. . - :

’

given a list of seven poldcy areas and asked how ‘of ten rules were

enforced in each. One measure of control through rules was the percent

of réspondeﬂts in each school who said chdf/; pdlicy_ex{sted in a
’ : \

»

particﬁlar'area and was "usually" enforcedr31 Frequent rule enforcement ,

L]
was taken as an indicator of correspondence to the rational bureaucratic

-

image while inffequeht enforcement is taken as an indicator of corres-

L 4

pondence to the angr¢chy image.

L) . . , +

=
I e .
The Sample t . : ' (
The context in which this research took place{heQermined_the-seléc-
tion of schools. The scope of the developers activities limited the o,

size of the sample to l%zg?hools, and their selection proceduares ensured

that” it would‘not be 76h om. Still, a remerkably varied set of schools

- »

s ) .
were available f:ﬁ;study.' Most -important, the presence of four ele&Entary .

L

h e 7 Pl .
schools, six junior high or middle schools, and three higﬁ.sc\gols per;- W
mitged cdmparisoﬁ of céfrespondénce to different images at different

~,

school lavels. ~ . -
1 - ; ' / ' ' ;
.The schools also differed o, a number of student, staff, and en- )

i . .
1 A

. . — \
viron*;ntal characteristics. For instalcé, enrollmeéts ranged from . .
wa ) . C
less tRan 400 to over 3000 pupils. nénoréty enrollment ranged from 0%,

f ’ ‘. - ' )
v : - ,
to 95%; :the percent of transfers. into the school duriﬁi_the year ranged

- . P N .
- N >

in reading ra?ged from 2% te"9SZ.<\ o p T
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Staff size also varied——from 20 to 182——and was highly correlated
with pupil enrollment (Spearman r = .97). The percent of staff who are

‘'not classroom teachers, &n indicator of organizational complexity,* ranged

“

 from 2% to 35%, and the percent of staff with masters degrees.ranged .

-from 07 to 63Z%. Finallyg these schools were located in rural areas,
suburbs, small cities,’ and one of the ten largest cities in the nation.
District enrollment ranged from .a low of approximately 1600 to a high
of over-200,000. .

-ln sum, although\the sample of schools is not‘random, the. schoolsi
vary considérably on a number of demographic characteristics that one
might expect to be associated with different patterns of internal organi—

zation. Although the sample cannot lead to’ definit1ve conclusions, it

provides a usefulvopportunity to explore how schools corrtspond'to dif-

3

ferent-images of'organizations.

In the spring of 1979, a: questionnairg measuring the four dimensions
"described above was completed by classroom teachers and other nonadminig-~, .
trative professional staff members at each school. VA‘total of 838 ques-

tionnairesrwere delivered to the schools for distribution. Questionnaires

were anonymous. This anonymity and ongoing development work preculded
’ hd LN

TN

followups with nonrespondents. Still 638 questionnaires were sub—

sequently returned in usable form, for an overall \response rate of 76%.

.

A

Results
The approach employed permitted exploration of ‘the extent to which

schools correspond to the two images both on a dimension-by-dimension

0

~10-

13



. . - s
basis and overall. Before exaiming the overall results, it is useful

to consider two dimensions--product goals and centralization of influence--
' ~ ¢ ' : . B o '
. in some detail. :
b4 . - oo .
: « Product Goal's - ‘ _ . .

. _ - Examination of prodiict goalsvindicates cdnsiderably more agreement
in elementary schools on what should be taught than in junior highs.and.
more in junior highs than in senior highs (Table 1). The asterisks '¢ v

T

in ‘the table indicate the school level for which there is greatest_ con—“

3

sensus ‘on the importance of each of the 12 pfgauct goals. Summing down
each column, it is apparent that in general, consensus rogarding product -
goals is greatest in elementary schools (nine of the‘highest consensus;
scores are found at that level)3 second greatest in junior highs (3
.vscores),-and lowest in senior_highs (n(fscores).o Moreover, for eight.
of the 12 indicators, the relationship between level and consensus score

is monotonic with the elementary schools scoring highest.and highhschools

. scoring lowest.

'

- B L4

s Table 1 goes about here o

Consensus scores and importance$scores shd‘lq.not_be confusedf' In *
. fact, agreement seems to comeAmore by knowing uhat is not important than
. . N . . A
by knowing what is. Tﬁ% six goals on uhich there.is highest consensui;
are those which are viewed as least important (Compare'Tables 1& 2). |
Basic skills, the goals-qgsch is seen as most important at.all'leﬁelsJ;
. v ) . ,

X

-11-

L 14




is seventh highest in terms of consensus. The second most important’gdal
% . ¢ #
respect for authority, is the one for which there is least consensus. :

PN v N

- . Table 2 Boes about here ,ﬁé% *
> s - : -

, v ' ~ [ O Y .

The importance data also suggest a reason why there may ke”more o

¢

, pfoduct goal\consensus in elementarflthan in econdary schools--there"
’ ar:.competiné'demands for children's time at higher grade levels. ﬁbi _
. instance, there‘is a deiteasing, monotonic trend fromﬁelementar;.throuéh T
o _junior high to senior%pigh schools dh two goals-—basic skills and self h

esteem. The strong .

«

_phastsign basic skills' in elementary schools

could reflect teacflers' work assignments—-the fq‘. that elementary, .
" T N o

teachers\typically teach_all\%ubjects to one-class and devote most of .

their’time to basic skiils instruction.- Another possibility is,that as- =~ .
e

. | ) . .
. (ﬂ,/”‘TTldren grow older, th%y are ready for a wider range of content materials.

/
Both intefpretations,would help explain why the. decreasing\emphasis on
/ .
basic sKills continues into high school. //
« /

Hith five goals--critical and original th

»

ing,;work arts “and

' humanities, vocation education, and science ‘and technology—-there is an

L }ncreasing monotonic trend to\}ﬂdir impbrtance. across the three school
rd . R ) - ] ' . - f
J/levels (Table-2). These findings, too, suggest.an increasing emphasis

/f on different subjecn areas, more advanced cognitivé functions, .and more.
direct preparation for adult life when lchools work with older students.

Teachers' subject matter specialization in the upper grades could also
’ ) ; ‘ ’ e

:.contribute‘to this same pattern. B

- . . )

) -

o =12- '
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The bureabcratization of elementary schools is as a&parent when

examining the data on centralization as it is with product goals (Table

3) The elementary levql scores highest on‘nine of the twelve indicators,

-

and ‘on each there is'a monotonic relationship,running from the elementary<{

ar -

to the penior high school level. 3uni\r highs score ighest on two

K " '
indicators, and the high schools on only’ one. iﬁe‘average cenfralization

- .
’ . L4

score is‘highest.for the-eleméhtary level and lowest for that of senior

.
{ T
s

high schools. . : .o : c ,t.

'Tah}e‘3 goes.about.here'

Perhaps equally important,)these data shed some light on the zoning
. [ " -

“of control that is said to give teachers substantial autonomy over in-

. structional decisions ana limited dnfluence on administrative matters]

~

Meyer-and Rowan view zoning as evidence in-favor of the anarchy im_age;32
< Teachers report almost t%tal'control over day—to—day-activities
, P4

0
-

within the classroom, in- particular over decisions about leson ‘plans N

v

and activities (Table 3,,Decision 12) Control withdn the classroom

seems to;be the begig for teachers' sense of autonomy, but in other areas

s

L &R o ]
autono y is limited._p( fnexistent. For instance, while teachers deter—

mine aily instruct nal activities;%a céntralization score of only 9.7

X%

"all- schools" on Decision 12), they share control over course -

objectives (a score of 33 1) and éver what textbooks will be used- (44.4) .

- Moreover, they have almost no control over salary, hiring an contract “~i-

- [
-

~ »



.y . .
' 4 ) PP - . .
t. : 5 N . . . - . . .

BN . . -

renewal decisionE:‘ Apparently» teachers' autonomy™is 1imited\by a

;}ructure that is either negotiated or’ imposed by others.

) . In Zeneral, as the work of more pe0ple must be coordinated as the

time span of decisions increasesg and as financial and personnel consid—

@

~

')—‘ erations become involved, teachers autonomy declines. They have 1less
N ) .

[
influence over textbook selection—-a decision w}th fiﬂancial implicatibns——

\

than over selection of course objectives.* Sim;larly they lrave less in-

N (2

fluence over decisions on wh&t innovation will be adopted-—another

financial issue- han:over the,details of its.implemen&ation. i ' -\

-
v

Previous studies of zoning of control have focused only on e1ementary\

. ' + .\) \
. schools.33. Our data suggest that the pattern of zoning differs among ,i \
' s . - 4..;‘.4 & . \
elementary, jdgior high, and high schools. In ‘some areas, there is~~*g&,n*

« -
v - . -

( . substantial simfzzrity, Regardless of school level teachers have almost

. »,
@ 0 .- ~

no influence‘over personnel matters and almost total .control over daily,

!

>

inclass decisions. However, high school teachers appear to have sub-

stantially more influence over the decisions that affect classroom

actiVities than do elementary feacherg. The diﬁference in amounts ofgg_”:

. influencé over - textbook selection, for example,r_sfover 50 percentage

. points (70. 0 vs. '17.3). 0ther large differences have to do with settihg

course objectiVes (a 42 point difference) and-adding:and droppfng coursés

(24 points) ) . A » ) , l
» ’ 4 : “ °
.~ The Overall f&ttern L . : ) :
" ; o " - When we ‘turn from an indicator-by-indicator consideration of consefjkén\
' CY . s

sus on product goals and centralization of influence to'a dimension-

>

dimension consideration of these two dimensions in conjunntion with two

{ ‘ | S ' 'A" _1445\ . " > e o
S SR T




\ 4
wd’clearly ‘see a patternfwhereby schools the elementary level corres-
/yond most closely to the rational bureaucracy image (Table A) Each .of

// “the four\dimensions shows a monotonic trend‘with the elementt’ level
-/ .
oo scoring more like the fatibnal bureaucracy than does the junior high T
v?.' - -, r

level and the junior high level more than does the senior high level.

/ " . ! /
,/ When we combine ‘the 41 indicatofé/irregpective of dimensions, we note
FoL
2 - " ¥ that elementar& schoolf correspond most closely to the rational/bureau— i’

._r" _.; - J

: «  cracy on 29 of the 41 indicators and senior high schools on only 1
o (Table 4, total row). ' ’ ‘
; ’ . , _ ) ~

e ' ' " Table 4 goes about here

LA . s e

s - - ‘ ' Z"Diggussion
. The data from this study provide a provocative, if not definitive,

examination of the applicabiliby of two images of organizations to
; o
* schools and of’ the differeﬂ%es in the organization of-schools ar warious

- - .
.. .
. . ] o ) 4

" levels. The findings suggest that”the rational‘hureaucratic image does

. have value as a descripkor of some schools. In facf, among elementary

[
-

L schools it appears_more‘useful~than the anarchyﬁ.mage; For sendior high P\ ﬁﬁ
+ . , . . -‘ N . \ . . . ’Q
schools, however, "the anarchy,image seems to provide a better fit with _
, 2 X °h , Lo b . ;‘ . ’
realitys Elementargpischools have more consensus on goals, 'are more

centralized, and are more governed by universally'enforced riles (at

least as these are applied to staff).. In‘sum,'elementary schools®* are
N . :

‘likely to be more rational _and: bureaucratic.
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This pattern of findings is somewhat surprising. Theiassociation

between complexity and bureaucratieation found within schoél leyels
. . '\/ .

would lead onggto expect high schools to be more bureaucrati'c.3 The - |,

‘—T( greater importance of personal ‘relationships in working with youn%er

o children and the increased emphasis on universalism and achievement

vy

> in the upper grades pgint in the same direction. 3 Indeed it has‘been

. f" ) .
suggested that loosé coupling is @ way of facilitatiqg personal rela-

tions and providing teachers the.necessary discretion/to tailor instruc?

‘ tiona% decisions to individual characteristic,s.‘36
¢ .

. _K number “of alternative formulations caP he '3ac ed to help

explain these apparently anomalous findings. First,’the relationship

between complexity and bureaucratf%ation may depend on the range of

complexity encountered. Because of the relativ paucity of specializa-
L

tions and the simple hierarchy: of most emen ary schools and the ‘compli-
r/ -

) Cated departmenxalizabdon of most high s hools, there is probably

. d §'<variation in complexity in a study of schdbls at all three levels than

!{ s : Corwin foundvin his study of high.schools;ikl Alternatively, the por—y

. ¢ , tance of complexity may depend on the, interdépendeéce among workers. Low
levels of interdependence probably require lesk'control of complex tasks

-«

r

than do higher levels. z.gider the difference| between an assembly.line

where interdepend high and a shopping maltl where it is low. On

*  the line, .the activities of each worker’impact
A mall can. provide a great range of goods and services and represent a "

¢

‘much moresdiverse set of specializations, but-less control is .needed

reatly on those of others. = ¢ /_:>
. ’



; «
. . - . *
~ o ' .
f o .
becauserf the segmentation between individual vendors. Although there
is' some need to articulate curricula acrass grade -1levels in schools, . ‘L
they are probably more like the mall than the assembly'line. Moreover, : 4
‘ - the special subject matter-knowledge of high school teachers may give ~\\\;

. . {\ :
them a4 kind of expertise-based influence not found among teachers in

lower grades.

L : A

Third, Anderson did find a relaﬂionship-hetween the proportion of

§

¢

females and rule enforfement.38 There are\certainly more women on the

staffs of these elementary schools (90%) than in the junior high schools
(66%) and high schools (47%).‘ Finally, it should be noted that the

measures of centralization and‘rule enforcement employed'here apply t

t®achers, not students. Bureaucratization'of teachers may permit de
bureaucratization for students; tight couplihg in somé&parts of an

organization may per@it Jooser coupling e‘%sewhere.39 - It y b ‘ a

) Qa
high degree of goal consensus and the use of such indirecf control
. (

mechanisms as rules, _ curriculum guides, and textbooks may facilitate

teacher discretion by clarifying the range in ﬁhich it can operate.‘ In

high. schools, on the other hand, debureaucratizing staff may facilitate-

. . - . . . a

P . . . .
oo ® . bureaucrarization of students if only by incrgasing~the status of;
" . ‘ - ‘ o N ' j
teachers. | - J . C ) @
. . . j§) g . ¢ )
. 1’. .. . s
: & : -
. - [3 L3 o0 ' a
. ; .
\\ \ : ' ‘ ’
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Table L e - A

@ . < o
. .
. . o

\ . , . N
’ Consene‘s on. Twelve Proﬂ[et Goals ' \
~ - : - ’ by School Level ’ ' [
| L . A
s ‘ N £l
‘ = scnoo;—t@ﬁnL _
e PRODupTIGOAL - \ ATF Co
. : Junior Senior . All
._/’ y q’ Elemeutary) High . High Schools .
“ . 7 1. Selence.and Tecﬁhotndg © 100. 05\ 957, %84.0_ " 94.3
- - . w ‘
% .. 2. Citizenship Edu ation -, 9B o* ~ 85.7 92.0 ©90.9
. 3. Family Living 1 BTS, - 93TH 840 Neo.5
s . } . .. 1 ) > ) P .. . ’
\\ l 4. Vocational Education’ v 98.5% . 85.3 ' 8247 - 88.8
\\ - - . . ™ o _ v ) R . -
"* 5. Arts and Humanities - 89.5% 86.3 84.7 86.9
~\_ V6. Héa;lth and Environment: N 75.5 - 91.0% - .\860 ‘85.1 |

- \ . - .
1

-* 7. Basic Skflls (reading Z'nd h T
» ., math) o ~\ 3xY % 77,0, . 60.0 +79.1

“ 8. rk\ _(undet"standing the y . e . _
. or}d of work, career . - : . S T
+  education) - 91.5% 66.0 48.0 7 69.7

‘9. 'Critica_l and Original

i&\ Thinking .
" 19." Understanding Others

& ~ (cultural pluralism,

! ' getting along with othérs)" . 50.5% — 47,3 A8.7
11. Self-esteem tself—coﬁbé%t) " ss.s 16.0 28.9
. . . [ o
12. Respect for thority ‘ i
(discipline, character . : )
© building) - . 18.5 18.0 21.4
. 3 : - %
& ” . . Y . ]
Average Consensus - (‘ 77.9. . - 67.5 ) 61.6 ¢ 70.2
i ﬂ : . % -
- -
, i For each goal indicates the highest consensug scOrg across. the 3 school
levels : 1 p 0t
. - . iy r . - N
RN ( AR




F ‘ . - N oo | oS
(. y ~ Table 2 .

Percent of Professional Staff Attaching Importance

to Twelve.Product .Goals, by. School Level o, L
\\\ o : - . ~\°__ o ’
) ~ X 7 ‘ ; "F . N
e e SCROOL LEVEL
’ * v A, ‘ .
. PRODUCT GOAL . . Junior Senfor . All
. : Elementary High. High- . ‘Schools
s L/ . 4
T , 7 . R , ' '
' .1." Basic Skills (readtng'agﬁv/) -t > . .
. math) Y 98.3 88.5 80.0  '— .89.5
& ’ .- N = -~ i . > £
-2. Respect for Authority - ' .
~ (dis¢iplin®, character ©, L - " : -
building) . f 55.8, 60.5 41:0 ' 54.5
o W A _ y ;o
3. ¥Selfcestqem (self-concept) " A748 42.5. 42.0 | 53.2 .
] i’ ' . 2 . T . E < ,
4. Understanding Others - . ' L '
(¢hlgural pluralism, -, ., . o e
getfing along with o ‘ . ' _ _
otHhers) 24.8 33.3 26.3 29.1
.- o - L ‘. .
- : : o ’ \3‘ )
5. .Critical and Original 3 . . .
' Thinking . A 13.3 26.7 7 31.7 23,2
A . . . .
6. Work (understanding -the . - ‘ ~\\<\;
world of work, career o : . ,
education) i - : 4.3 17.0 26.0 / 15.2
: : : . ' \ -\
- . - @ 'S * |
7.7 Health and Enviromment - 12.3 4.5, - 70 1.5
ﬁ Arts and Humanities: 5.3 6.8 (é 7.7.- 6.5
9. Vocational Edueation 0.8 " 1.3 8.7 '~ 5.6
: . J ' ‘ 4 [P , . A
¢ 1 F [ -~ - ‘ '?Z 1 oy s
< Q. amily Living . , 6.3 _ 3.2 8.9 , 5.2
11, citizenship Education . 1.0 C7s2 4.0 4.5
12, Science and Technology 00, 2.2 8.0 . 2.8

[ ) , R
* ' ' : ' ,
- The twelve goals have been listed in decreasing order of overall importance.
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. Table 3 ' °\\ ' S
o _ ‘Centralization in Twel(re Decision Areas -
St . ’; . by School Level ' Fa ' :
. A" ' - Yo to - )
. . : o SCHOOL LEVEL G
. .'5 / \ ( . ! *‘ \Q . .
v = . DECISION AREA - \ Junior - Senior -+ All °._
. \ ' oo n - Elementary High . . ‘High. “Schools .
' ~— - ‘ — ——
- o = =
) L. Hiring New Teachers . ,  + 9.8 - 982 T . 97.7 7 198.2
. . . n S ' ’ ‘ r !
2. De(:iding Whether to Rehew e . ‘ A R
a Tedther's Contract ™ . 96 96.8 * 97.7% 97.0
b 3. Jst{bl;ahing Salary . " ! Co :
y 7 Schedules _, v 95.8% " 90.7 “94.3
. / o . \/‘
4, Assigning Extra Duties - 91.5 85.0 90.8
. . e 1,
' 5. Determin:lg.g\ How Discretion- )'
: x a‘ry Funds Will be \Spent, S 86.7 . 81.27 88{.3 ,
Making Sp cific Facglty ek , - . ‘ ‘ - o’
Grade LeVel and Course ' ’ . _ o .
. o 3% 3 T 67
| Asgignments o .92,3 N 80.3 ! 67'7 80.1
. C e ' .
.y . 7. Adding or ‘Dropping Courses ™~ 81.0" . 71.5 - 56.7
8. Identifyiqng Types of v ‘
‘ Educztional Innovations Co e "
to\tzg.’AdOpted ?9 8* 60.3° o 44.0
‘ 9.. Selecting Required Texts ‘ . Lo
' ‘ - «and Other Materials ;90.)0* 39.5 17.3
-, Y [y . . . :
10. Working Out Details for :
. Implementing These InnoX - S e - ,
- . vations ) 48.3* ' 4b.8° 36,7 - 42.2 -
N . . / i ,
: ¢ . .
11. Establishing the Objectives ' S ’
- fox, Each Course ; . 56.5%*  26.8 ' . 14.3 33.1
. ]
12. Determining Daily.Lesasn
\ Plans and Activities _ 10.0 ' 10.2% 8.3 9:7
- - 4} . . .
- — — = 1 . .
q Average Centralization . % 75.6 67.0 .58.2 - 67.6 -
« . . -1 . \ ) ' " g /‘ ’ - :.
. _ . For each decision érea, indicates the highest Score across the 3 school s
levels. - et . . .-
/ A
= ) { . \. / - ’ , ¢
» =~ . _ !
*
. g 26







TABLE 4

Number of Indicators Ranked Highest (Most Bureaucratic)

' ) . ' by Level and by Dimension
ARCE \ |
. X ;
: ‘ ' SCHOOL LEVEL . >
- DIMENSION  ° .

E o o Jr.  Sr. . Number of
I Elem High High - Indicators
. )

& N
s Consensus on Product Goals .9 3 0 : 12
Consensus on System Goals 6 4 0 .10
Centralization of Influence 9 2 1 12
/ Control Through Formal Rules 5 2 -0 ‘
Total | - 29 11 1 S
. Note: The counts in the body of this table were obtained by
' summing number of times an asterisk appeared within ]
the appropriate body of Tables 1 and 3 and similar
tables for consensus on system goals and cqntrol
h ‘through rules. #
&
¥4 '










